The paper analyses the East European countries' (EEC) security strategy in light of contesting US and Franco-German hegemonic projects. The EEC's quest for a dual-guarantee strategy, which aims to get hard security from the US through NATO and soft security from the EU, is detailed as to show objectives of the EEC. It is concluded that although this strategy may succeed in times of crisis, it is untenable in the long run because the terms of relations between the EEC and both the US and EU are largely defined by the latter two, not by the EEC. Thus, rather than escaping from one-way dependency, the EEC's dual-guarantee strategy may result in dual dependency on both the US and the EU.
INTRODUCTION
T he objective of this paper is to analyse the strategy adopted by the East European states (EEC) in view of the dichotomy "New vs. Old Europe" introduced by US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. The EEC's strategy may well be defined as a quest for a dual-guarantee formed in response to two competing hegemonic projects, namely, that of the US and that of the Franco-German axis within the EU. Having decided to attack Iraq for material reasons, to preserve its global supremacy and to restructure Iraq as well as the wider Middle East along neo-liberal lines, the Bush administration's neo-conservatives went in search of legitimacy for this illegal act. As part of its series of struggles against the Franco-German axis, and in order to gain the EEC's consent for the US hegemony, the US administration made certain deals with the EEC, in particular, promoting and advocating the general interests of the EEC by defining it as "New Europe". At the same time, the Franco-German axis, which rested on a critique of US unilateralism, was trying to transform its hegemonic project of a common European foreign and security policy (CEFSP) into a historic bloc. In doing so, the Franco-German axis needed to prevent the EEC from creating a stumbling block in the construction and launching of the newly formulated "structured cooperation" 2 for defense among militarily advanced EU member countries. But rather than compromising with the EEC on issues such as sharing of military technology and increased representation in EU structures, the Franco-German axis relied more on political coercion, even threatening to exclude the EEC from the EU integration process, in order to achieve its aims.
It may be argued that the EEC's quest for a dual-guarantee strategy developed out of an atmosphere of crisis between the US and FrancoGerman axis. From 2002 onwards, the complex and dynamic process of struggle between the US and Franco-German hegemonic projects opened a window of opportunity that prompted the EEC to fashion a strategy that would allow it to avoid repeating the one-way dependency it had experienced with the Soviet Union in its relationship with the EU, and, for that matter, with the US. By adopting a "dual-guarantee strategy", the EEC aimed to secure hard security, as well as military technology, from the US via NATO and soft security from the EU.
The subject in question can be analysed benefiting from the insight provided by the neo-Gramscian perspective, which emphasizes roles of ideology, decisive involvement with leadership as well as consent and coercion in the construction of hegemony. 3 Within this framework, it can be stated that the US sought more the consent of the EEC, holding out the tentative promise of a "New Europe" to be constructed as opposed to the "Old Europe", whereas the Franco-German axis, perhaps overconfident, did not seek consent, but rather, applied coercion to the EEC.
Since the EEC lacked both economic and military means, it had to rely on diplomatic leverage to back up its strategy. Thus, the EEC countries, acting as a group, attempted to present themselves as crucial for both the US and the Franco-German axis to sustain their respective hegemonic projects. To do so, the EEC tried to make use of the US quest to obtain consent for its illegitimate attack on Iraq, and at the same time to show its potential capacity as an obstacle in the transformation of the Franco-German hegemonic project into an historic bloc. However, the extent to which these two factors provided the EEC with sufficient leverage for the development and sustainability of its strategy is questionable. Hence, this paper examines not only the evolution of the EEC's dual-guarantee strategy within the context of two competing hegemonic projects, but also the limits of this strategy.
FRICTION ON MULTIPLE FRONTS
In a press conference held on 22 January 2003, US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, praised the EEC as the "New Europe", arguing that the "centre of gravity is shifting to the East". 4 6 Shortly after these statements, French President Jacques Chirac, in the middle of an extraordinary European Council summit meeting in Brussels on 17 February 2003, described the CEE countries' demarche as "childish", and accused them of "missing a good opportunity to keep quiet". 7 Chirac went so far as to threaten the CEE countries -particularly Romania and Bulgariawith losing the chance of joining the EU. "If they had tried to diminish their chances of participating in the European Union," said the French president, "they could not have done a better job". 8 The EEC thus found themselves in the midst of a rift between the US on the one hand and the Franco-German axis on the other -a rift they would at times willingly dive into, head first.
TWO COMPETING HEGEMONIC PROJECTS: THE US vs. THE FRANCO-GERMAN AXIS
A brief background of US-EU relations is necessary in order to explore the evolution of the two competing hegemonic projects, which came into conflict during the US military attack on Iraq.
The Western and Eastern blocs -two worlds, each with their own political, economic and military institutions -were the products of bi-polar international system, which, notwithstanding some minor revisions in the mid-1960s (Charles de Gaulle) and early 1970s (Willy Brandt period), lasted by-and-large from 1948 until the collapse of the Eastern bloc in 1989. During these years, European security and defence remained under the tutelage of two rival powers, the US in the Western bloc and the USSR in the Eastern bloc. At the time, the European Community was far from producing a common foreign, security and defence policy.
The slow, incremental development of European Political Cooperation (EPC), undertaken in the 1970s entered into a new phase as the Cold War ended. The post-Cold War debate over a European security architecture, as outlined by Stuart Croft, 9 produced four competing proposals in the early 1990s; the German-Czech proposal, advocating a pan-European collective security structure based on the CSCE/OSCE; the Russian proposal, favouring the construction of a "European security council" within which major European powers would play leading roles, and which had as its goal the "decoupling" of the US from European security affairs; the French-Belgian proposal, promoting an independent Western European security structure; and the US-UK proposal, which was based on European security within NATO. Over the following years, it was the latter two proposals that were to survive and compete well until the St. Malo Declaration of December 1998. While the French-Belgian proposal (which had gained the support of Germany) aimed to develop a European security structure on a Western European basis that would then be expanded to include Eastern Europe, the US-British proposal prioritised the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) within NATO. The countries of Eastern Europe would find themselves in the middle of these two competing architectural projects, and they would build their own foreign policies accordingly. In the mid-1990s, NATO and the EU came to an understanding by which the EU through WEU could make use of NATO assets, as stated in the Berlin Plus formula of 1996. But by the end of 1998, a turning point had been reached; the Franco-British St. Malo Declaration of December 1998 opened up a major avenue for the development of European "military capacity for autonomous action". In many ways, the St. Malo Declaration geared up the EPC process, in particular by eliminating the likelihood of a UK veto on the formation of a European defence structure as a result of the British government's fear of being pushed aside by a growing Franco-German axis in European affairs. The legally nonbinding provisions and promises of St. Malo were to be inserted into the texts of subsequent EU summits, as in the Headline Goal of the Helsinki Summit of 1999, a year after the St. Malo Declaration. Later EU summits would clearly indicate the EU was on its way to constructing a European defence structure "separate and separable" from NATO, in opposition to the US rhetoric of "separate but inseparable" from NATO. The Berlin Plus formula had already acknowledged an autonomous ESDI within NATO, designing multi-level modules for cooperation between the US and the EU that included allowing the EU through WEU to make use of NATO assets with the consent from the North Atlantic Council. In 1999, the Washington Summit would draw up the details of these EU-NATO cooperation modules and clarify that EU use of NATO assets would require approval on a case-by-case basis. 11 In 1999 the growing Franco-German advocacy of "separate and separable" security and defense led US Secretary of State Madeline Albright to announce her infamous "Three Ds: no decoupling, no duplication and no discrimination." Perhaps meant to put the EU on notice, the "Three Ds" sent a clear message as to the political limits of a European defence structure. Considering the gap between European and US military capability, as well as technology, 12 the three Ds had little to do with any US fear of European action on the military-security front, but everything to do with worries over starting off down the slippery slope of decoupling and duplication.
When George W. Bush won the 2000 US elections, certain shifts away from the Clinton administration's strategies could be observed in US- EU relations. As they began to gain considerable ground within the US administration, especially after 11 September 2001, the neo-conservatives redefined US priorities in negotiations with the EU. Under the Bush presidency, the US administration entered into multi-level renegotiations, demanding its allies take a firm stance as to whether they were "with the US or against it", thereby beginning a process of redefining both global and European aspects of the US hegemonic project in a way that did not necessarily include seeking consent of core EU members France and Germany. Rather, the US administration attempted to obtain consent of those who supported it in its endeavour to fight against global terrorism and what the administration referred to as "rogue states".
From late 2002 onwards, the Franco-German-led EU hegemonic project also entered into a new phase with the so called "structured cooperation". Advocated by France and Germany, "structured cooperation", meant that "the EU's more militarily advanced countries can choose to push ahead with defence co-operation", 13 i.e., the Franco-German axis, with the remainder of the EU countries expected to contribute to this strategy, but not to question it.
While "structured cooperation" was not of any real concern for the US -as long as any such endeavour remained within NATO-it became a significant cause for friction between the Franco-German axis and the EEC. The uneasiness on the part of the EEC, who, clearly, were not among the militarily advanced, offered patent leverage for the US administration to make use of in the promotion of its own hegemony. Thus, the EEC became politically significant to the US, which indulged in an attempt at reconfiguring alliances within the EU. By introducing the rhetoric of "New vs. Old Europe", US Defense Secretary Rumsfeld hoped to interfere in Europe by promoting the periphery at the expense of the core in order to further the US hegemonic project. On 22 January 2003, when asked at a press conference about the European opposition to war with Iraq, Rumsfeld replied: 14 US interference in EU affairs through the EEC increased the friction between the US and the Franco-German axis, as well as the friction between the Franco-German axis and the EEC, thereby widening the gap between the objectives of the two hegemonic projects. Thus, the EEC found themselves in the middle of multiple polemics, lauded by the US as "New Europe", yet accused by the Franco-German axis of being a Trojan horse.
THE EEC'S QUEST FOR A DUAL-GUARANTEE STRATEGY
The open disagreement between the Franco-German axis and the EEC over a US-UK attack on Iraq was an indication of the EEC's uneasiness with the EU over the larger issues of the CEFSP in general and the policy of "structured cooperation" in particular. This was reflected in the responses made by several EEC heads of states and governments to the above-noted warning from Chirac. In an equally strong tone, Czech President Vaclav Klaus underlined the lack of common EU foreign policy and cautioned Chirac, saying "efforts to counterweight to the United States must be avoided." Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs Sandra Kalniete argued that the European Union was a grouping of equal states in which everyone's views should be respected, and thus there was a need for the equal treatment of all members. Romanian President Ion Iliescu considered Chirac's statement to be an unfortunate warning that "separates the European countries as proAmerican or anti-America," and Polish President Aleksander Kwasnieski responded along similar lines, stressing that "Central and Eastern European countries should not have to select between the United States and Europe." 15 Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland Adam Rotfeld compared the situation to the historical position Poland held between Russia and Germany: "For centuries, our main dilemma was whether to be with Russia against Germany, or with Germany against Russia. Now we are confronted with a new one -to be with the US against Europe, or with Europe against America. But that is a false dilemma." 16 The situation was summed up neatly by another Polish politician, Bogdan Goralzyk, an adviser to Foreign Minister Wlodzimierz Cimoszewicz. "Only America and NATO can give us external security," stated Goralzyk. "But even more pressing is domestic security, which means modernization, and nobody but the EU can give us that." 17 Goralzyk's analysis neatly illustrates the different values and roles the EEC attributes to the EU and NATO, with the EU considered to be the provider of soft security and NATO that of hard security. The EEC's wish to have both was categorically expressed by Tadeusz Iwinski, foreign policy adviser to Polish Prime Minister Leszek Miller. "It is not either/or; it is both", Iwinski declared in the press. "We do not see the need to choose between Europe and the United States. That is like having to choose between your mother and your father". 18 Thus, it was not just the EU, but the US, too, that would be an object of EEC criticism, as in the following statement by 19 Still, it was the EU's clear shift from "enhanced cooperation" to "structured cooperation" in defense that categorically alarmed the EEC in 16 Ibid., p. 3. that it appeared to signal a move towards consolidating the "core" versus "periphery". And whereas the so-called "core" Europe, the Franco-German axis, was adopting an exclusionary strategy, the US was offering military modernization, both through NATO and bilaterally. The military defence capacity of any one EU member, or a combination of members, was in no way comparable to that of the US; besides, in terms of military technology, the European powers were also dependent on US military technology. However, whether the US was willing to transfer military technology to the EEC was also questionable.
In this regard, it should be kept in mind that it is the dominant actors that determine the terms of relations between themselves and lesser powers. In introducing the idea of "New Europe", the primary US objective was to undermine the Franco-German position vis-à-vis European affairs as well as Iraq issue. Although the Iraq crisis offered a certain amount of leverage for the EEC, expectations that closer cooperation with the US would provide the EEC with military technology transfer was wishful thinking. Apparently, the EEC political and military elite was confusing military technology transfer with modernization and standardization of armies within NATO; while the latter was possible, the former was out of the question. Similarly, while the EEC may rely on the EU for soft security, it will be able to do so only because areas of concern such as immigration, illegal trafficking and border controls are of benefit to the core EU as well.
The crisis over Iraq did eventually strike a blow to the US hegemonic project. When the Spanish socialist party came to power in March 2004, it made good on its election campaign promise of withdrawing Spanish troops from Iraq. This was followed by similarly defiant rhetoric from other political actors, including the Hungarian prime minister, and very recently (in February 2005) in Portugal, which led to further withering away of the US hegemonic project, but not total abandonment of it. It should nevertheless be kept in mind that, notwithstanding their competition, both of the hegemonic projects were and still are open-ended. The US administration has recently been trying to redefine its hegemony based on the provision of additional support for the military modernization of Poland, Romania and Bulgaria, including the construction of new air bases in these countries, in return for the continuing consent of their governments. For the Franco-German hegemonic project, the most significant challenge was and still is the process of redefining the EU's place in global politics and of renegotiating vis-ŕ-vis the US. Equally significant challenges are developing a "common" defense in practice, as well as a functioning defence architecture within which all members may be satisfactorily accommodated. 20 
CONCLUSION
Despite its growing ties to the EU, the EEC has seen no point in putting all its eggs in only one security basket, thus contributing to the success of one hegemonic project. Rather, it has tried to develop a dual-guarantee strategy, with hard security obtained from the US through the NATO and soft security through the EU structures. With its rhetoric of "New vs. Old Europe" as representing a shift in the centre of gravity from the West to the East, the US appeared to be seeking EEC consent for its own hegemonic project. While being courted by the US, the EEC was alarmed by a potential exclusion from the "common" European defense structure, namely, the Franco-German axis' hegemonic project of "structured cooperation" among militarily advanced EU members. Polemics over issues ranging from legal texts such as the European Convention, representation in EU structures and, particularly, the proposed "structured cooperation" among militarily advanced EU members revealed the extent of the friction between the Franco-German axis and the EEC. In view of this friction, and the atmosphere of crisis between the two competing hegemonic projects that came to the fore over the Iraq issue, the EEC attempted to achieve a dual-guarantee strategy, which, they hoped, would provide them with security without dependency. Thus, the EEC tried to make use of US readiness to support the EEC as a counter-balance to the growing dominant position and assertiveness of the Franco-German axis. However, while the EEC may succeed in playing off one against the other in times of crisis, it will not be able to benefit from this as part of a long-term, sustainable strategy. 20 The following authors drew attention on the challenges for common European Interestingly, the two hegemonic projects were initially successful in their short-term objectives, but neither the US nor the Franco-German hegemonic projects have yet to create a historic bloc. The US hegemonic project has, in fact, been undermined by the withering away of consent, particularly by the withdrawal of Spanish troops from Iraq, as well as by an unease felt by some of the EEC countries, and of course above all, by the real, unexpected challenges in Iraq. Thus, the prospects for sustaining the US hegemonic project remain rather daunting. As to the Franco-German hegemonic project, political coercion, including threats of exclusion from European integration, did not prevent the EEC from giving consent to the US-UK attack on Iraq; thus, this hegemonic project also failed to develop into a historic bloc.
It may be asserted that unless the EU as a structure properly addresses the problems of sharing political leadership, military-defense technology and intelligence, and finds a better institutional framework to accommodate national policy autonomy for each and every member, it may again feel the friction between core and periphery members in the coming years. At the same time, it is likely that the US administration under the second term of the Bush presidency may look to renegotiate with the EU. It remains to be seen whether a new, reconciliatory spirit like that of St. Malo, this time between the US and the EU, may lead to a convergence between the US and EU hegemonic projects, or whether the current division between the US and EU will widen.
And how would this affect EEC strategy? If the EU and US hegemonic projects converge, the EEC will lose any chance it might have of sustaining a dual-guarantee strategy. As a whole, rather than avoiding one-way dependency, the EEC's dual-guarantee strategy may end in dual-dependency on both the EU and the US. 
